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crimes committed with stolen weapons,
all of that would go away, because if
everybody had this type of weapon, you
could steal it, but so what? It would be
like a rock, it would not do you any
good.
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The tremendous number of gun acci-
dents in the home with children, or
with despondent teens or whatever
finding the family gun, again, those
would go away, because it would only
work for the family member who was
the owner. And, of course, the law en-
forcement thing was what we really,
really put all of our force into.

So Sandia Labs, the National Insti-
tute of Justice, and law enforcement
officers across the country have all
been working to make sure that this
gun is every bit as workable as the gun
they have today. It cannot be some
fancy-schmantsy thing that only works
in a perfect climate, in a perfect tem-
perature, with or without gloves, what-
ever.

This works all the way across the
board. It works with a tiny little chip.
I got to be ring bearer at this event. It
could work with a ring. It can work
with something in the watch. It can
work with a chip in the hand. It can
work any number of ways that sets this
off, so that it would work in a certain
radius around the person but be abso-
lutely not able to be reprogrammed or
worked by someone else unless they
had mega, megacomputers that could
rewrite the codes.

So my dream would be that we see
more of these types of actions. Because
while maybe many of the people who
support me would like to see a gun-free
world, and while many of the people
who support the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] would like to have
no restrictions, we know that there are
going to be guns around and that law
enforcement is going to need them. So
why do we not use whatever we have
got to make them as safe, as accident-
free and as valueless if anyone steals
them as possible. That is today what
we did in the safe gun. I would hope we
would see that as a model for future ac-
tion.
f

MEDICARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINNIS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SCARBOROUGH] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
Medicare is bleeding to death. It is los-
ing more money than it ever has be-
fore. In 1995 the President’s Medicare
trustees said that Medicare would be
bankrupt by 2002. This year we hear
that it is bleeding to death even faster
and it is going to be bankrupt by 2000.

In 1993 President Clinton understood
that fact and so he proposed that Medi-
care spending’s rate of increase go to
6.9 percent. In 1995 we understood that,
so we proposed a 7.1-percent increase.

We were absolutely savaged by a mi-
nority that was so desperate to get
back into control that the truth meant
absolutely nothing and they shame-
lessly demagogued on this issue.

In fact, let me give you a few quotes,
not from Republican publications but
from publications that have consist-
ently supported the Democratic Party.
The Washington Post accused the
Democratic minority of shameless
demagoguery. Those are their words,
not mine.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield for a parliamen-
tary inquiry?

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. I do not yield.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will not yield for that purpose.
The gentleman may proceed.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. I yield to the
gentlewoman from Colorado

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I was concerned
about the words ‘‘shameless dema-
goguery.’’ I think those are words we
could have taken down, and I do not
really want to do that. But I think that
is a very strong word.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Reclaiming my
time, they are not my words, they are
the words of the Washington Post. If
you wish to try to take them down,
you can, but I am not addressing one
person, I am addressing what the Wash-
ington Post accused Democrats of
doing. They accused them of shameless
demagoguery.

An adviser to the President, Matthew
Miller, wrote in the Washington Post
and in the New Republican, ‘‘The Presi-
dent has taken the low road on Medi-
care in such a way that only political
pundits could call it standing tall.’’

The New Republican, a traditionally
liberal publication, said that ‘‘The
Democrats’ demagoguery on Medicare
is even worse than we suspected.’’

Mr. Speaker, why do I bring this up?
Nobody has talked about Medicare in a
year. It is because they have been
cowed down because they are afraid of
hearing more lies in this Chamber. I
bring it up because everybody on the
Democratic side of the aisle recognizes,
like everybody on the Republican side
of the aisle, that Medicare is going
broke and nobody is doing anything
about it. Nobody. When we tried to do
something last year, when the Presi-
dent tried to do something in 1993, they
were attacked.

Now, I give you the past as prolog.
David Broder had a column in the
Washington Post this weekend talking
to future chairmen if the Democrats
were to take power. Let us hear what
one such chairman said on Medicare,
the same chairman-to-be who called us
Nazis. You want to talk about taking
down words. Called us Nazis for trying
to save Medicare. And this is what he
said about Medicare. His committee,
and I will not give his name, whose
committee has main jurisdiction said,
‘‘The people who have made out best in
the last 20 years are the old folks. They

have their pensions, Social Security
and health care. The explosion in these
programs has to be dramatically re-
duced.’’

Mr. Speaker, I harken back to the
McCarthy hearings, when at the end of
the McCarthy hearings in the dramatic
conclusion, the question was asked,
‘‘Have you no shame, sir? Have you no
shame?’’

I would recommend to any Democrat
that comes into the well and stands be-
hind this podium and attacks any ef-
forts to curb spending in Medicare, we
suggested 7.1 percent last year and
your chairman knows what is going to
happen to Medicare next year regard-
less of who is elected. We are going to
have to save it. We cannot afford dema-
goguery. I have got a 93-year-old grand-
mother, I have got two parents that are
eligible for it, and we have got to put
the political gamesmanship behind us.
What we have done now by irrespon-
sible actions last year is we have cowed
politicians in this election year from
talking about it. Bob Dole does not
talk about it, Bill Clinton does not
talk about it, while Rome is burning.
We have got to grow up.
f

EDUCATION IS THE BRIDGE TO
THE FUTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we do have
to be real when we deal with financial
questions, with investment questions,
and what America is going to be like in
the future.

President Clinton talked about a
bridge to the future. Every one of my
constituents believes that the bridge to
the future is education. Almost every
American believes that one of the rea-
sons we have opportunity in America is
because we have educational access for
every American.

This year, however, when we passed
the Labor-HHS-Education appropria-
tion bill out of the House, we cut edu-
cation very substantially. Democrats
wanted to add education funds at the
subcommittee makeup. I offered an
amendment to add $2.1 billion so that
we would not lose Head Start slots, we
would not lose Chapter 1 slots, we
would not lose Goals 2000 dollars for in-
vestment in education.

Today there was an article in the
Post written by David Broder, one of
Washington’s most respected col-
umnists and political observers. It is
entitled, ‘‘Empower Qualified Teach-
ers.’’ His point is that we are not
spending sufficient sums on education.

I want to quickly add that I do not
believe that money is the only answer
or particularly the answer to solving
the educational problems that confront
our Nation. Nor, however, do I delude
myself—nor should we delude the pub-
lic—that not spending money, not pay-
ing teachers properly, not having Head
Start slots, not having Chapter 1 slots,
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